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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments filed 4-26-04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive: 

1 . The applicant argues that prompting from the MSC is taught. The examiner 
disagrees. The applicant's independent claims are focused on "automatically updating 
an MSC with a change in the subscriber's profile". The examiner notes that Morin 
teaches a registration process whereby the HLR automatically updates a profile as need 
be without prompting from the MSC. The examiner must broadly interpret all claims put 
before him at the PTO and the examiner interprets the applicant's claim in the broadest 
sense, ie. Is the MSC in Morin's patent asking the HLR to update the user's profile. The 
answer is NO since the MSC is only requesting that a service profile be sent. 
Secondly, the examiner notes that Morin's patent compares the user's service profile to 
services offered by the MSC and will automatically update the service profile to be as- 
close-as-possible to the MSC's offered services, which again is performed without MSC 
prompting. Therefore the examiner will stand firm on this point and believes the 
applicant must amend their claim language to set themselves apart from Morin (as well 
as Franks and Vuoristo previously included but not cited). 

2. The previous rejection is included for informational purposes only. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8-11 and 18-24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sonti in view of Morin et al. US 6,584,312 (hereafter Sonti and 
Morin). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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As per claims 1-2, 4-6, 8 and 23, Sonti teaches a wireless communications 
system including a Service Location Register, Switching Center and a subscriber (figure 
1 )Jhe subscriber having at least one profile associated with the subscriber (abstract and 
figures 2-4), a method of automatically updating the Switching Center with a change in 
the subscriber's profile comprising: 

Receiving an update at a database regarding a change in the subscriber's profile 

generating a request to the Service Location Register to send a profile update for 
the subscriber to a Switching Center (C8, L25-67, specifically L57-60 which states that 
the HLR sends any/all valid profile updates to the MSC without MSC intervention). 
But is silent on in response to the request and without any prompting by the MSC. 

Morin teaches an HLR comparing services supported by an MSC to services 
desired by a user (eg. their service profile) and having the MSC provide an alternate 
service if a user-desired service is not available. The examiner notes that this is an 
"automatic function" and requires the MSC to perform service(s) based on an update it 
receives from an SLR (eg. HLR). The examiner therefore interprets this as reading on 
the silent portion above since a comparison is required and an event trigger occurs (eg. 
applicant's updates MSC while Morin has the MSC substitute a service) which provides 
for an automatic operation. While Morin's focus may not be used in the same way as 
the applicant, it none-the-less ends in a similar result - eg. the MSC does not prompt 
the HLR and the MSC is updated so as to provide a certain service to a certain user as 
per the HLR's direction . Hence one skilled would apply Morin's automatic service 
substitution to an automatic MSC service profile update to circumvent considerable data 
traffic between HLR and MSC to determe if the MSC needs to be updated. 

Lastly the examiner includes, but does not cite, Franks (figure 3, C8, L35 to C9, 
L14) and Vuoristo (C7, L63 to C8, L43) as containing disclosures whereby the MSC is 
updated without its prompting. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti, such that MSC prompting is not required, to provide automatic updates to 
an MSC(s) when an update occurs. 

As per claim 2, Sonti in view of Morin teaches and HLR (C8, L57-60). 

As per claim 4, Sonti in view of Morin teaches an MSC (C8, L57-60). 

As per claim 5, Sonti in view of Morin teaches a wireless communication system 
including an HLR, MSC and a plurality of subscribers (figure 1) each of the subscribers 
having at least one profile associated with the subscriber, a method of automatically 
updating the MSC with a change in the subscriber profile, comprising 

Receiving an update at a database regarding a change in the subscriber profile 

Initiating a stored procedure in the database to generate a request to the HLR to 
send a Qualification Directive (QUALDIR) to the MSC the qualdir including an update to 
the subscriber profile, 

Sending the QUALDIR message to the MSC. (C8, L25-67, specifically L57-60 
which states that the HLR sends any/all valid profile updates to the MSC without MSC 
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intervention AND figure 7 shows a QUALDIR message w/profile between the MSC and 
HLR) But is silent on in response to the request and without any prompting from the 
MSC. 

Morin teaches an HLR comparing services supported by an MSC to services 
desired by a user (eg. their service profile) and having the MSC provide an alternate 
service if a user-desired service is not available. The examiner notes that this is an 
"automatic function" and requires the MSC to perform service(s) based on an update it 
receives from an SLR (eg. HLR). The examiner therefore interprets this as reading on 
the silent portion above since a comparison is required and an event trigger occurs (eg. 
applicant's updates MSC while Morin has the MSC substitute a service) which provides 
for an automatic operation. While Morin's focus may not be used in the same way as 
the applicant, it none-the-less ends in a similar result - eg. the MSC does not prompt 
the HLR and the MSC is updated so as to provide a certain service to a certain user as 
per the HLR's direction . Hence one skilled would apply Morin's automatic service 
substitution to an automatic MSC service profile update to circumvent considerable data 
traffic between HLR and MSC to determe if the MSC needs to be updated. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti in view of Morin, such that MSC prompting is not required, to provide 
automatic updates to an MSC(s) when an update occurs. 

As per claim 6, Sonti in view of Morin teaches a wireless system having at least 
one subscriber with at least one profile, (figure 1), a system for automatically updating 
the Switching Center with a change in the subscriber's profile, the system comprising; 

A database configured to receive an update regarding a change in the 
subscriber's profile to generate a request to send a profile to the Switching Center 

A SLR in communication with the database and being configured to: 

Receive the request to send the profile update to the MSC (C8, L25-67, 
specifically L57-60). 

But is silent on In response to the request and without receiving any prompting from 
the MSC, send the profile update to the MSC. 

Morin teaches an HLR comparing services supported by an MSC to services 
desired by a user (eg. their service profile) and having the MSC provide an alternate 
service if a user-desired service is not available. The examiner notes that this is an 
"automatic function" and requires the MSC to perform service(s) based on an update it 
receives from an SLR (eg. HLR). The examiner therefore interprets this as reading on 
the silent portion above since a comparison is required and an event trigger occurs (eg. 
applicant's updates MSC while Morin has the MSC substitute a service) which provides 
for an automatic operation. While Morin's focus may not be used in the same way as 
the applicant, it none-the-less ends in a similar result - eg. the MSC does not prompt 
the HLR and the MSC is updated so as to provide a certain service to a certain user as 
per the HLR's direction . Hence one skilled would apply Morin's automatic service 
substitution to an automatic MSC service profile update to circumvent considerable data 
traffic between HLR and MSC to determe if the MSC needs to be updated. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti in view of Morin, such that MSC prompting is not required, to provide 
automatic updates to an MSC(s) when an update occurs. 

As per claim 8, Sonti in view of Morin teaches an MSC (C8, L57-60). 

As per claims 9, 11 and 20-22, 24, Sonti in view of Morin teaches claim 6 but is 
silent on a Sybase database and a stored procedure. 

The examiner interprets the MSC, HLR and/or VLR as hardware devices which 
contain database software to perform various functions and hence, the examiner takes 
official notice that commercially available database software used would include 
Sybase, Oracle, SQL Server, etc. as well as databases providing the ability to initiate 
stored procedures as programmed by the user. 

As per claims 10 and 18-19, Sonti in view of Morin teaches claim 6 wherein the 
request generated by the database is a qualification directive (figure 7 shows a 
QUALDIR message w/profile between the MSC and HLR). 

Claims 3 and 7 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sonti/Morin and further in view of Dougherty US 6,393,271 (hereafter Dougherty). 

As per claim 3, Sonti in view of Morin teaches claim 1 and service registers but 
is silent on a WSLR. 

Dougherty teaches a system/method for wireline-based registration of wireless 
device (title and abstract and figure 1 , #24). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti in view of Morin, such that a WSLR is used, so that a WSLR can be used 
instead of (or in place) of a generic Service Location Register. 

As per claim 7, Sonti in view of Morin teaches claim 6 and service registers but 
is silent on a WSLR. 

Dougherty teaches a system/method for wireline-based registration of wireless 
device (title and abstract and figure 1, #24). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti in view of Morin, such that a WSLR is used, so that a WSLR can be used 
instead of (or in place) of a generic Service Location Register. 



Claims 12-14 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sonti/Morin and further in view of Chang et al. US 5,958,016 (hereafter Chang). 

As per claims 12-14 and 25, Sonti in view of Morin is silent on use of 

Web/Internet. 
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Chang teaches use of Web/Internet to allow subscriber profile changes and for 
subscriber access to billing, profiles, etc. (title, abstract, figures 1-2 and C2 f L7-67 and 
C4, L45-58 - The control data input by the subscribers may control services facilitated 
through high level network control points. In an intelligent network implementation of a 
telephone network, for example, the control data is used to establish or modify call 
processing records stored in a service control point. The control data also may be used 
to modify individual subscriber profiles in central office switching systems of the 
telephone network.). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti in view of Morin, such that Web/Internet access can be used, to provide 
ubiquitous access to anyone wishing to view their account AND/OR for allowing 
customer service to be remotely located from the MSC/HLR/Servers. 



Claims 15-17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Sonti/Morin and further in view of Foti US 5,913,165 (hereafter Foti). 

As per claims 15-17, Sonti in view of Morin is silent on including at least one 
feature set. 

Foti teaches changing service feature(s) [title]. 

Morin teaches an HLR comparing services supported by an MSC to services 
desired by a user (eg. their service profile) and having the MSC provide an alternate 
service if a user-desired service is not available. The examiner notes that this is an 
"automatic function" and requires the MSC to perform service(s) based on an update it 
receives from an SLR (eg. HLR). The examiner therefore interprets this as reading on 
the silent portion above since a comparison is required and an event trigger occurs (eg. 
applicant's updates MSC while Morin has the MSC substitute a service) which provides 
for an automatic operation. While Morin's focus may not be used in the same way as 
the applicant, it none-the-less ends in a similar result - eg. the MSC does not prompt 
the HLR and the MSC is updated so as to provide a certain service to a certain user as 
per the HLR's direction . Hence one skilled would apply Morin's automatic service 
substitution to an automatic MSC service profile update to circumvent considerable data 
traffic between HLR and MSC to determe if the MSC needs to be updated. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti, such that service features are included, to provide means for automatically 
updating MSC profiles and service features. 



Claims 26-29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sonti 

in view of Morin and Cianfrocca et al. US 6,099796 (hereafter Cianfrocca). 

As per claims 26 and 28, Sonti teaches a wireless communications system 
including a Service Location Register, Switching Center and a subscriber (figure 1).the 
subscriber having at least one profile associated with the subscriber (abstract and 
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figures 2-4), a method of automatically updating the Switching Center with a change in 
the subscriber's profile comprising: 

Receiving an update at a database regarding a change in the subscriber's profile 

generating a request to the Service Location Register to send a profile update for 
the subscriber to a Switching Center (C8, L25-67, specifically L57-60 which states that 
the HLR sends any/all valid profile updates to the MSC without MSG intervention). 
But is silent on using a database client connection to update a database AND in 
response to the request and without any prompting by the MSC. 

Morin teaches an HLR comparing services supported by an MSC to services 
desired by a user (eg. their service profile) and having the MSC provide an alternate 
service if a user-desired service is not available. The examiner notes that this is an 
"automatic function" and requires the MSC to perform service(s) based on an update it 
receives from an SLR (eg. HLR). The examiner therefore interprets this as reading on 
the silent portion above since a comparison is required and an event trigger occurs (eg. 
applicant's updates MSC while Morin has the MSC substitute a service) which provides 
for an automatic operation. While Morin's focus may not be used in the same way as 
the applicant, it none-the-less ends in a similar result - eg. the MSC does not prompt 
the HLR and the MSC is updated so as to provide a certain service to a certain user as 
per the HLR's direction . Hence one skilled would apply Morin's automatic service 
substitution to an automatic MSC service profile update to circumvent considerable data 
traffic between HLR and MSC to determe if the MSQ needs to be updated. 

Lastly the examiner includes, but does not cite, Franks (figure 3, C8, L35 to C9, 
L14) and Vuoristo (C7, L63 to C8, L43) as containing disclosures whereby the MSC is 
updated without its prompting. 

Cianfrocca teaches running a database engine on its own computer that may 
also be situated inside the DMZ and outside your firewall since many database engines 
accept connections from database client -programs on particular TCP ports that may or 
may not be configurable (figure 4 and C17, L19-67). The database server(s) would be 
able to receive database updates via said database client connection based on the way 
the system is designed in figure 4. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Sonti, such a database client connection is used and that MSC prompting is not 
required, to provide database connectivity via commercial software over the Internet 
and automatic updates to an MSC(s) when an update occurs. 

As per claims 27 and 29, Sonti in view of Morin and Cianfrocca teaches claim 
26/28 but is silent on the database connection comprises a request initiated from an 
HTTP (web) client. 

Cianfrocca teaches connecting the database server(s) to the Internet which are 
inherently accessible from a browser-based computer (eg. via Windows Explorer). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Sonti in view of Morin and Cianfrocca, such that the 
database connection comprises a request from a HTTP client, to provide means for any 
browser-based user to access the server(s)/MSC/SLRs no matter where they are ■ 
located. 



Application/Control Number: 09/648,908 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 2683 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. D'Agosta whose telephone number is 703- 
306-5426. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bill Trost can be reached on 703-308-5318. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Stephen D'Agosta 
5-7-04 





WILLIAM TROST 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



